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Department to reconsider its decision
not to combine certain production costs
for MAN Roland and its affiliate MAN
Plamag Druckmaschinen AG (MAN
Plamag), and granted the Department’s
request to recalculate MAN Roland’s
selling, general and administrative
(SG&A) expenses using an appropriate
cost allocation ratio. In its final remand
determination on September 17, 1998,
the Department declined to compute a
single, weighted-average cost for MAN
Roland and Man Plamag because the
companies failed to satisfy the
fundamental condition for averaging
costs—that the products manufactured
at their facilities be sufficiently similar
in physical characteristics, such that
they could be considered identical for
product comparison purposes. However,
the Department recalculated MAN
Roland’s SG&A expenses using an
appropriate allocation ratio. See
September 17, 1998, Final Results of
Redetermination Pursuant to Court
Remand (Redetermination 1) at 9–10,
13–14. As a result of our recalculations
pursuant to Court remand, the
antidumping margin for MAN Roland
changed from 30.72 to 39.60 percent.

In a later decision on March 16, 1999,
Koenig & Bauer-Albert AG, et al., v.
United States, 44 F. Supp. 2d 280, 287–
288 (CIT 1999), Slip Op. 99–25 at 16–
18, the CIT affirmed the Department’s
recalculation of MAN Roland’s SG&A
expenses, but did not affirm the
Department’s final remand results
pertaining to the issue of combining
certain production costs of MAN Roland
and its affiliate. The CIT held that the
Department did not address the
threshold question of whether MAN
Roland and MAN Plamag should be
collapsed in order to properly determine
whether their production costs should
be averaged, and remanded the issue to
the Department again for
reconsideration and explanation
consistent with its opinion. Upon
remand, on August 10, 1999, the
Department found that MAN Roland
and MAN Plamag should have been
collapsed as a single entity in
performing its antidumping analysis in
accordance with 19 CFR 351.401(f).
Moreover, the Department determined
that treating these affiliated producers
as a single entity necessitated that the
inputs transferred between them be
valued at the cost of producing the
input, and adjusted its CV calculations
accordingly. Furthermore, in light of the
identical merchandise requirement for
production cost averaging purposes, the
Department maintained its previous
remand determination not to weight-
average the production costs of the two

affiliated companies. In addition,
because MAN Plamag made no sales of
subject merchandise to the United
States during the period of
investigation, the Department’s decision
to collapse MAN Roland and MAN
Plamag did not require any changes to
the sales side of the Department’s
original final margin analysis. However,
in contrast to its original final
determination, the Department applied
the same margin, as amended based on
the above-described cost adjustments, to
both MAN Roland and MAN Plamag.
See August 10, 1998, Final Results of
Redetermination Pursuant to Court
Remand (Redetermination 2) at 5–8. As
a result of the adjustments made in
Redetermination 2, the revised
antidumping margin for both MAN
Roland and MAN Plamag changed from
39.60 percent (margin calculated based
on Redetermination 1) to 39.53 percent.

In sum, as a result of the two remands
in this case, the final dumping rate for
MAN Roland and its affiliate MAN
Plamag has increased from 30.72
percent (the original final LTFV margin
for MAN Roland) to 39.53 percent ad
valorem. The rate for All Others changes
accordingly.

Suspension of Liquidation

In its decision in Timken Co. v.
United States, 893 F.2d 337 (Fed. Cir.
1990) (Timken), the Court of Appeals for
the Federal Circuit (CAFC) held that the
Department must publish notice of a
decision of the CIT or the CAFC which
is not in harmony with the Department’s
determination. Publication of this notice
fulfills this obligation. The CAFC also
held that the Department must suspend
liquidation of the subject merchandise
until there is a ‘‘final and conclusive’’
decision on the case. Therefore,
pursuant to Timken, the Department
must suspend liquidation of the subject
merchandise pending the expiration of
the period to appeal the CIT’s March 8,
2000 ruling, or if that ruling is appealed,
pending a final decision by the CAFC.
However, because entries of the subject
merchandise already are being
suspended pursuant to the antidumping
duty order in effect, the Department
need not order the Customs Service to
suspend liquidation. Further, consistent
with Timken, the Department will order
the Customs Service to change the
relevant cash deposit rates in the event
that the CIT’s ruling is not appealed or

the CAFC issues a final decision
affirming the CIT’s ruling.

Robert S. LaRussa,
Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
[FR Doc. 00–8695 Filed 4–6–00; 8:45 am]
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SUMMARY: The Department of Commerce
has received a request to conduct a new
shipper review of the antidumping duty
order on stainless steel bar from India.
In accordance with section 751(a)(2)(B)
of the Tariff Act and 19 CFR 351.214(d),
we are initiating this review.
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 7, 2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Blanche Ziv or Rosa Jeong, Import
Administration, International Trade
Administration, U.S. Department of
Commerce, 14th Street and Constitution
Avenue, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20230;
telephone (202) 482–4207 or (202) 482–
3853, respectively.

Applicable Statute and Regulations

Unless otherwise indicated, all
citations to the Tariff Act of 1930, as
amended (‘‘the Act’’), are references to
the provisions effective January 1, 1995,
the effective date of the amendments
made to the Act by the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act. In addition, all
references to the Department of
Commerce’s (‘‘the Department’s’’)
regulations are to 19 CFR Part 351 (April
1999).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Background

On February 18, 2000, the Department
received a request from Atlas Stainless
Corporation (‘‘Atlas’’), pursuant to
section 751(a)(2)(B) of the Act, and in
accordance with 19 CFR 351.214(b), for
a new shipper review of the
antidumping duty order on stainless
steel bar from India. This order has a
February anniversary month. On March
27, 2000, pursuant to the Department’s
request, Atlas submitted supplemental
information regarding the required
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documentation pursuant to section
351.214(a)(2) of the Department’s
regulations. Accordingly, we are
initiating a new shipper review for Atlas
as requested. The period of review is
February 1, 1998 through January 31,
1999.

Initiation of Review

In accordance with 19 CFR
351.214(b)(2), Atlas provided
certification that it did not export
subject merchandise to the United
States during the period of
investigation; certification that, since
the investigation was initiated, it has
never been affiliated with any exporter
or producer who exported the subject
merchandise to the United States during
the period of investigation, including
those not individually examined during
the investigation; documentation
establishing: (i) The date on which its
stainless steel bar was first entered, or
withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, or if the exporter or
producer could not establish the date of
first entry, the date on which it first
shipped the subject merchandise for
export to the United States; (ii) the
volume of that and subsequent
shipments; and (iii) the date of the first
sale to an unaffiliated customer in the
United States. Therefore, in accordance
with section 751(a)(2)(B)(ii) of the Act
and 19 CFR 351.214(d)(1), we are
initiating a new shipper review of the
antidumping duty order on stainless
steel bar from India. We intend to issue
the final results of this review not later
than 180 days after the date of
publication of this notice in the Federal
Register. All provisions of 19 CFR
351.214 will apply to Atlas throughout
the duration of this new shipper review.

We will instruct the Customs Service
to allow, at the option of the importer,
the posting of a bond or security in lieu
of a cash deposit, until the completion
of the review, for each entry of the
merchandise exported by the above
listed company, in accordance with 19
CFR 351.214(e). Interested parties must
submit applications for disclosure under
administrative protective orders in
accordance with 19 CFR 351.305 and
351.306.

This initiation and this notice are in
accordance with section 751(a) of the
Act.

Dated: March 31, 2000.

Richard W. Moreland,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Import
Administration.
[FR Doc. 00–8701 Filed 4–6–00; 8:45 am]
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SUMMARY: In response to a request by the
petitioner, the Committee of Domestic
Steel Wire Rope & Specialty Cable
Manufacturers, the Department of
Commerce (the Department) is
conducting an administrative review of
the antidumping duty order on steel
wire rope from Korea. The review
covers 14 manufacturers/exporters of
the subject merchandise. The period of
review is March 1, 1998, through
February 28, 1999.

We have preliminarily found that, for
certain producers/exporters, sales of
subject merchandise have been made
below normal value (NV). If these
preliminary results are adopted in our
final results of this administrative
review, we will instruct the Customs
Service to assess antidumping duties
based on the difference between the
export price (EP) and the NV. Also, if
these preliminary results are adopted in
our final results of this administrative
review, we intend to revoke the
antidumping duty order with respect to
Kumho Wire Rope Manufacturing
Company (Kumho), based on three years
of sales at not less than NV. See Intent
to Revoke section of this notice.
EFFECTIVE DATE: April 7, 2000.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
James Kemp, at (202) 482–1276, or
Abdelali Elouaradia, at (202) 482–0498,
Import Administration, International
Trade Administration, U.S. Department
of Commerce, 14th Street and
Constitution Avenue, NW, Washington,
DC 20230.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Applicable Statute and Regulations

Unless otherwise indicated, all
citations to the statute are references to
the provisions effective January 1, 1995,
the effective date of the amendments
made to the Tariff Act of 1930 (the Act)
by the Uruguay Round Agreements Act.
In addition, unless otherwise indicated,
all citations to the Department’s
regulations are to the regulations
codified at 19 CFR part 351 (1999).

Case History

On March 9, 1999, the Department
published a notice providing an
opportunity to request an administrative
review of this antidumping duty order
for the period March 1, 1998, through
February 28, 1999 (POR). See 64 FR
11439. On March 31, 1999, the
petitioner requested an administrative
review of Boo Kook Corporation (Boo
Kook), Dae Heung Industrial Company
(Dae Heung), Dae Kyung Metal (Dae
Kyung), Dong Il Steel Manufacturing
Company (Dong Il), Dong Young,
Hanboo Wire Rope Inc. (Hanboo),
Jinyang Wire Rope Inc. (Jinyang), Korea
Sangsa Company (Korea Sangsa),
Kumho, Kwangshin Rope, Myung Jin
Company, Seo Hae Industrial (Seo Hae),
Sungsan Special Steel Processing
(Sungsan) and Yeonsin Metal (Yeonsin).
On March 31, 1999, Kumho requested a
review and revocation of the order with
respect to its sales of subject
merchandise. On April 22, 1999, we
initiated an administrative review of all
14 companies. See 64 FR 23269.

In early May 1999, in response to our
inquiry, the Department was advised by
the U.S. Embassy in Seoul that Boo
Kook, Hanboo, Kwangshin Rope, and
Seo Hae were out of business. We
determined, based on data obtained
from the Customs Service, that these
companies had not exported subject
merchandise during the POR.
Accordingly, we did not issue
antidumping questionnaires to these
companies. We issued antidumping
questionnaires to the remaining ten
respondents. See Partial Rescission
section of this notice.

On June 11, 1999, we received a letter
from Dae Kyung stating that it had not
exported subject merchandise to the
United States during the POR. However,
Customs Service data indicated that the
company had shipments of subject
merchandise during the POR. See Facts
Available section of this notice.

On June 21, 1999, we received a letter
from Dae Heung stating that it did not
export subject merchandise to the
United States during the POR. See
Partial Rescission section of this notice.

On June 23, 1999, the Department
received a response to the antidumping
questionnaire from Kumho. This was
the only response filed within the
original deadline for the questionnaire.
However, on September 8, 1999, Jinyang
requested permission to submit a
response to the questionnaire. While
acknowledging that the deadline for
submission of a response had elapsed,
Jinyang cited extenuating factors,
namely that it had moved its offices and
did not receive the questionnaire until
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